IADIWG – 23 March 2005

The IADIWG held meetings at the John Wesley Powell Building in Reston, Virginia on 23 and 24 March 2005.

Attendees from IADIWG:


Jon Christopherson, USGS


Dave Davis, FSA PT via phone

Jerry Fraser, NIST


Russ Jackson, BLM


T. Kimmet, NRCS PT via phone

Len LaFeir, NGA


George Lee, USGS


Ron Parson, USGS


David Jennings, EPA


Lee Werth, BOR, PT via phone


David McDaniel, COE


John Mootz, FSA, PT via phone

Tom Stanley, NASA

Greg Stensaas, Chair, USGS

Jay Storey, USGS

Stephen White, NOAA

Phil Rufe, USGS, via telephone
Other Attendees:

Robin Feagas, USGS

Rick Pearsall, USGS
Mike Duncan, USGS

Tim Saultz, USGS

Tom Cecere, USGS

Robert Kelly, USGS

IADIWG member Brian Huberty, FWS, was absent.

This meeting had four sessions each day, two in the morning and two in the afternoon. Several members were unable to attend in person. These members were still able to participate via a teleconference bridge and the use of Webex collaborative software.
23 March – First Session 


Greg Stensaas welcomed everyone and thanked them for attending. RS provided information on housekeeping. Greg Stensaas lead a round of introductions. Following the introductions, Greg Stensaas gave members the opportunity to provide updates on activities with their agencies.

NASA: Tom Stanley gave an update on product characterization activities. The Florida Department of Transportation acquired imagery on 23 February with their Z/I Digital Mapping Camera. The evaluation team is updating report formats. The CORS station is currently down, but it should be back up soon. They have been busy lately doing a lot of research on the Advanced Wide Field Sensor (AWiFS), including radiometric characterization. AWiFS is on board Resourcesat-1. NASA is evaluating the AWiFS as potential filler for Landsat data. George Lee asked how we can prevent what happened to the Stennis CORS station from recurring. Tom Stanley replied that NASA is developing a relationship with the NGS group that operates the CORS program. 


NOAA: Stephen White had no report. 

COE: David McDaniel reported that he is receiving a lot of interest in small format cameras. He has also been approached about contracting to do some coastal mapping with digital collection systems. 
BLM: Russ Jackson reported that the BLM is gearing up to procure some resource photography in support of the Mancos Shale project. 
NGA: Len LaFeir reported that he has given George Lee a sample charter that Karen Irby wrote for NGA. Several people have asked Len why the issues being studied by IADIWG aren’t being studied by the Civil Applications Committee (CAC). Len LaFeir suggested that the charter must highlight the differences between IADIWG, the CAC, and the FGDC. In regards to the ASPRS conference, Len LaFeir mentioned that there was an interesting group of vendors attending the conference. There followed a long discussion on the need for calibration, characterization, validation, and verification activities and the IADIWG. 
EPA: IADIWG’s newest member, David Jennings, gave a presentation on EPA’s use of imagery. David works in EPA’s Environmental Photo Interpretation Center (EPIC). The EPIC focuses on historical hazardous waste sites; frequently doing an historical time-series of photography. When it comes to old imagery, they take what they can find. When new imagery is required, the EPIC can set the specifications and they are interested in digital imagery. EPIC’s requirement is confidence in digital systems. Their projects are generally small in geographic extent. Their early experiences with digital imagery lead them to believe it is not as good as film. EPA imagery and research based on that imagery is often used in court. The nearly always require stereo imagery, either CIR or natural color.
BOR: Lee Werth stated that the Bureau is currently negotiating a five-year IDIQ contract for aerial imagery.

FSA: John Mootz reported that this year’s NAIP acquisition was ramping up. Arkansas dropped out of the ’05 NAIP and some of the western states are only being partially covered. For the recent solicitation, several bidders have proposed using digital systems, though the number is less than half. John Mootz thanked the group for assisting APFO with its GeoTIFF specifications. 

He also stated that the APFO had just awarded NRI sites for a five-year IDIQ contract. The primes for the contract are: Midwest, Blue Skies, Photo Science, Surdex, Aerial Services Inc., and Keystone Aerial Surveys. A graphic of the states assigned to each NRI contractor can be found at (http://www.apfo.usda.gov/images/maps/2005nricontractors.gif ) 

Robin Feagas asked John Mootz for a copy of APFO’s GeoTIFF specification.
Following the NAIP update, the group listened to a presentation by Robin Feagas on the Federal Geographic Data Committee (FGDC) and the Geospatial One Stop (GOS). Robin related that GOS Module 1 was to provide standards for data content. Robin worked on the standards for orthoimagery; Rick Pearsall worked on the standards for elevation data. The standards have been drafted and were out for review from July to November 2004. Since the review period ended, the committees have been reviewing and responding to comments and questions. The finalized standards should be out by August 2005. There followed a lengthy discussion with Robin and Rick about standards, FGDC and GOS and how IADIWG might integrate with those activities. Greg Stensaas commented that the FGDC focus in on data categories while the IADIWG is focused on NIST/ISO type activities. Greg Stensaas went on to ask the question ‘What is a good link to FGDC to keep them informed of IADIWG activities?’
Rick Pearsall gave a presentation on the National Digital Elevation Program (NDEP) and how the steering committee operates. He highlighted two websites:

www.NDEP.gov
www.NDOP.gov
Rick also mentioned that if IADIWG pursues ANSI-type standards, it is an open consensus process.

· Will use ISO 19123, framework data standard for elevation.

· ASPRS wants to stand up a standards activity! They feel they've been inactive, not serving their community well. Rick Pearsall has been nominated by President of ASPRS as the new chair of the standards committee. Dave thinks ASPRS may be a good venue for this.
After Rick Pearsall’s talk, the group welcomed Mike Duncan to speak on the Commercial Remote Sensing Data Contract (CRSDC). Mike highlighted that the CRSDC covers the purchase of archive or catalog airborne and satellite imagery. The CRSDC can also be used to task satellites to collect new imagery. George Lee asked about what sort of QA/QC was done to imagery procured through the CRSDC. Mike also addressed some questions about the mechanics of the contract.
Robert Kelly was up next to discuss the Cartographic Services Contract 2 (CSC2), the USGS’s primary contract for a variety of products and services. To date, the CSC2 has been used to let a number of contracts for digital imagery. In particular, the CSC2 was used to contract most of the state of Florida using the ADS40; to acquire imagery over Pittsburgh and Salt Lake City for the 133 Urban Areas project, and to support requirements for activities around the Tar Creek, Oklahoma Superfund site. So far, the quality of the digital products has been excellent. Robert said that the CSC2 has seven primary contractors, each with many sub-contractors. The CSC2 can handle task orders for just about any geospatial product. Many task orders are for custom products for customers, so the focus is on product specifications, not process specifications. As far as QA/QC is concerned, the CSC2 offers two options – the USGS can do the QA/QC or the customer can do the QA/QC. 

Tim Saultz was up next and said a few words on the solicitation for the Cartographic Services Contract 3 (CSC3). This contract will be for five years, with an estimated $100 million dollars being spent over the life of the contract. George Lee asked what provisions the contract will have regarding QA/QC. Tim replied that the evaluation process will include QA/QC considerations. George Lee commented that in some countries, prospective contractors require vendors to submit products as part of the evaluation process. Tim responded that the CSC3 will include Quality-Based Selection and Best Value vehicles for task orders. John Mootz stated that Best Value is how the APFO contracts for imagery and that the Best Value vehicle precludes APFO from asking for any sort or pre-qualifications from bidders. 

The next topic of discussion was the Commercial Remote Sensing Space Policy (CRSSP) implementation. Tom Cecere addressed the group on the history of the CRSSP. The policy was signed in 2003 and an Implementation Working Group formed in 2004. This group has established a web site to collect imagery requirements from users and to store them in a database. The URL’s to access this web site are:
http://crsp.usgs.gov

http://cidr.cr.usgs.gov

George Lee asked for an update on the CRSSP implementation. Tom replied that the working group has instituted a $250,000 sweepstakes to purchase data and that they are looking for some matching funds from other agencies.
After a long lunch that included a tour of the Optical Sciences Laboratory, the group reconvened. The first topic was the NGA GGI contract. This contract has been used to collect imagery for some of the 133 Urban Areas. There are five primary contractors. This contract considers Interferometric Synthetic Aperture Radar data to be imagery while LiDAR data is considered to be a value-added product. The group agreed that this distinction was both interesting and strange.
The next topic was an After-Action Review of the ASPRS Conference in Baltimore in early March. George Lee reported that he gave briefings to the Transportation Surveys Committee (TSC) and the Primary Data Acquisition Division. The TSC is composed primarily of Departments of Transportation (DOTs). Working through the TSC, George Lee hopes to be able to solicit endorsement and support for in situ methods and ranges from the DOTs.
The group then revisited the charter issue. Len LaFeir was able to get a copy of the charter of the NGA Geospatial Intelligence Standards Working Group from Karen Irby. Len LaFeir hopes that IADIWG can strip this sample down and use it as the framework for an IADIWG charter. George Lee agreed to incorporate parts of the sample charter as appropriate. Len LaFeir asked if IADIWG was to technically driven or programmatically driven? George Lee answered that it was to be technically driven. Len LaFeir restated the NGA’s need for information on digital sensors; David Jennings restated EPA’s requirement for guidelines on how best to use these systems and their data. As we draft this charter, IADIWG needs to consider if it will be a source of information or guidelines or interoperability or some combination of the three.
On the draft invitation to participate in IADIWG, Greg Stensaas requested that members read and comment on the draft he sent out.
Action: Greg Stensaas will finalize the invitation memo and distribute it by 31 March.
Action: George Lee will re-draft the charter and distribute for comment

The meeting adjourned for the day. Those present at the meeting met for dinner at the Amphora in Herndon.

IADIWG – 24 March 2005

Early Departures – Tom Stanley
White Paper on C2V2 Issues:
Greg Stensaas has been working on a draft white paper. George Lee commented that white paper addresses programmatic issues, but that it does not address standards, specifications, or guidelines. George Lee suggested that the white paper be IADIWG-centric, not USGS-centric.
As an outgrowth of the white paper discussion, the group delved into a lengthy discourse on standards, specifications, and guidelines and what IADIWG should and could be doing in reference to these issues.
George Lee asked for the group to discuss the differences between standards, specifications, and guidelines. 
Jerry Fraser discussed three types of standards: physical, documentary, and interoperability.
George Lee stated that the FGDC has a standard for orthoimagery which the NDOP subsequently sharpened to meet its requirements. George Lee and Len LaFeir agreed that standards cover a spectrum of specifications while guidelines facilitate us. 

Jon Christopherson suggested that standards should address quality – that standards groups should study processes and fit QA/QC into those processes. 

Jerry Fraser said that one tactic is to have vendors propose a documented process to produce a specific result and then have the government validate that process by successfully repeating it.  

Len LaFeir thinks that IADIWG should have a process focus. As an example, there are certain things involved in LiDAR acquisition that you always have to address like the IMU, laser wattage, minimum GPS PDOP, etc.
The group agreed that it needs to worry about how the manufacturer does C2V2, how the vendors use the system, and to determine appropriate QA/QC procedures. 

Digital sensor systems need to be documented. From the manufacturer perspective, IADIWG needs documentation on how the system is characterized geometrically, spatially, and radiometrically. Vendors should document the in situ methods they use to ensure their systems are working as expected. 

Len LaFeir stated that IADIWG should remain focused on digital systems only.
After the morning break, talk resumed on the white paper. Len LaFeir commented that in the past the USGS characterized analog electro-optical (EO) systems and he suggested that IADIWG’s initial thrust should be for digital EO systems. George Lee suggested that while the group should focus on EO systems initially, IADIWG should develop a methodology that can be used for other types of data collection technologies. 

The next topic was the review and drafting of boiler plate specifications. David McDaniel, John Mootz, and Phil Rufe were tasked with reviewing the existing specifications to which the group has access in order to pull together appropriate boiler plate. Phil Rufe made a brief presentation on the scant progress since the January meeting and asked some questions on how to proceed. The group decided to approve the approach Phil Rufe was taking and to reiterate its desire to see this effort bear some fruit. David McDaniel, John Mootz, and Phil Rufe agreed to have a draft document out for group review no later than 22 April. Shortly after the meeting, Stephen White offered to join David McDaniel, John Mootz, and Phil Rufe in preparing this draft.
Action: Phil Rufe to coordinate Boilermaker activity to get a draft distributed for review by 22 April.
Levels of Imagery: Jon Christopherson gave a talk on how his definitions for different levels of imagery were progressing. His research indicates three basic levels: Raw, Level 0, and Level 1. ‘Raw’ data is what comes out of the sensor. Level 0 is minimally processed imagery that yields an image. Level 1 denotes a level of processing that could be an end product. He suggests subdividing Level 1 to allow specification of radiometric, geometric, geodetic, and spatial corrections. 

Radiometric: Radiometric correction for gain, bias, and noise.


Geometric: Covers lens distortions, band-to-band registration, IMU, GPS, etc.
The group should address distinctions between multi-spectral and planimetric applications. Jon Christopherson said his exploratory research is not yet complete and that he would like more time to work on this. George Lee charged Jon Christopherson to come to closure on this task by June.
After lunch, the meeting resumed with a discussion on the Department of Homeland Security. George Lee reported that DHS Geospatial Working Group has an Imagery Sub-Group and that the sub-group was meeting concurrent with the IADIWG meeting. He had hoped to get some people from DHS to come brief the group but that he unsuccessful in getting that to happen. 
The major topic for the first afternoon session was the workshop planned for the June/July time frame. The group held an animated discussion on if there should be a workshop, when it should be held, and who should be invited.  

The initial suggestion, made by George Lee, was that the workshop be for manufacturers and data providers. The first day would be used to introduce IADIWG and its activities, goals, and objectives. In essence the workshop would allow IADIWG to lay out a suggested scope and breadth and then invite comment from the participants. Greg Stensaas added that IADIWG should put forth a generic plan describing:

manufacturer certification

manufacturer process to characterize systems

data provider process to characterize systems
IADIWG Guidelines, specifications, and processes

Jerry Fraser suggested putting out some generic specifications and asking the data provider’s and manufacturer’s what they would need to do to meet them. Len LaFeir thought the workshop should be a sanity check with the data providers and manufacturers. Greg Stensaas stated that he would like to review manufacturer procedures and discuss a genericized manufacturer process. A key point is that the government must know what data provider’s and manufacturers are doing so, if a problem arises, it can understand the problem.
Another proposal was to have a general session on day one of the workshop and to meet exclusively with manufacturers and data providers on day two. This sparked further debate on the need for and nature of a workshop. Greg Stensaas wants to use the workshop to present processes and take questions and comments. Len LaFeir thinks the workshop should be used as a forum to define what IADIWG is and what IADIWG is not. George Lee thinks the workshop should be used to explain why IADIWG came to be. 
The subjected of break-out sessions brought more discussion. Some potential groupings for break-out sessions include: manufacturers, manufacturer-data provider interaction, data provider processes, product characterization, and QA/QC.

Russ Jackson asked what IADWIWG hoped to gain from a workshop. The reply was feedback on proposed processes.
Jon Christopherson and George Lee were at odds about the need to have manufacturers present at the workshop. 

A third proposal on workshop format was to garner input from the manufacturers prior to hosting a workshop for data providers and users. With manufacturer input, IADIWG could then lay out proposed processes, specifications, and guidelines for data providers and users.
The end result of all the debate was:

· A workshop is necessary, time and date TBD.

· IADIWG needs to work with manufacturers one-on-one
· Host a workshop for data providers at Pecora or ?

· Host a workshop for contracting agencies at ASPRS 2006 or ?
The next topic was documenting IADIWG efforts. The group agreed that panel discussions are productive, without some sort of paper there is little for those who did not physically attend to refer. To better publicize and document IADIWG activities, we need to write papers for conferences. The meeting adjourned about 1600 hours.
The next teleconference is scheduled for 26 April, 1030-1230 Eastern time.
